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21 November 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: National Intelligence Officer for
Strategic Programs

FROM: Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT: Draft NIE 11-3/8-78

1. I have reviewed the 31 October draft of NIE 11-3/8-78 and find
it an excellent piece of work as well as an updating on last year's.
Good work.

2. I am uncertain as to the status of the summary volume which I
thought 1 heard was being developed as compared with the key findings in
this one. It doesn't seem to me we need both, but that the key findings
are not adequate in themselves. I hope as you work up a summary which
could go_in the front of this volume and be bound separately you will keep

in mind| [remarks at my meeting with the panel that we
want to focus on the questions which the policymakers need to grapple with,
and with | |[remarks that we have to be sure that the summary

is clear Oon what we are trying to say--what our message is. I think that
the present key judgments have a Tittle bit too much of a flavor of being
for the technicians who want to know the details of changes. Perhaps I
would suggest that we take the key developments and Tump them together

to get the decisionmakers' attention in the beginning rather than grouping
them into offensive, defensive, command and control, etc. As I see them,
the key points which have changed this year from last are:

a. Improved accuracy;
b. More MIRVs sooner;

c. New data on Soviet doctrine derived from exercises--
Taunch on warning; '
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I also believe the summary should draw heavily on the residual capabilities
charts. I wonder if the preemptive chart isn't the more appropriate one
to use this year. This is the one that ties in with the new evaluation
that the Soviets are thinking about a launch on warning capability. In
short, they are not expecting either of us to conduct a surprise attack.

I think the summary should also have something in it about the differerices
with SALT or no SALT.

3. From here, we could go on to the principal conclusions or answers
to the questions that the policymakers are seeking:

a. Advancement in the date at which the nadir in
US retaliatory capability after a first strike will
be reached;

C. Options the US possesses and which the Soviets
may perce1ve which could tip the balance aga1nst the
Soviets in the mid to late 80s;

d. Options which the Soviets possess both to respond
to a debiiitating US initiative or to gain more of an
advantage.

4. Within the present structure, I think we will have a great deal
of difficulty if we don't run an excursion which shows some impact of air
defense. You have a good coverage of this in the text but I think, as well
as running the other excursions, we should run one in which there is some
arbitrary percentage of bombers and cruise missiles destroyed en route.
We are going to be asked this over and over again, and just to give the
words as to what we think the degree of vulnerability is in the Tate 80s
will not be very satisfactory.

5. I have written you a separate memo on Soviet ASW. It really
doesn't differ a great deal from the text which I had not read when I
dictated that memo. I had only read several of the summaries in the key
judgments and elsewhere. The point is that I think those summations paint
an unduly bleak picture even compared with the text, let alone my own biases.
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I would alsc suggest that the text might well point out that, in my
view, a large part of the Soviet ASW effort is dedicated to protectinag
their own SSBNs when operating in their own restricted waters |

6. Finally, I wonder if it is not desirable to add another key
development in the past year which, like launch on warning, is not hardware-
related but more a matter of intentions. This is the fact that the Soviets
have persisted in and in fact seem quite anxious to achieve a SALT II.

How do we read this?

a. [ Twould have us believe that Brezhnev is
dedicated to the importance of reducing the military burden,
but that the Soviet military industrial complex and the
momentum of weapons programs may well make it difficult
to effect actual savings. A1l the rest of our CIA analysis
indicates the Soviets will have an economic problem in the
time period we cover in this estimate. Although I have
heard OER, as well as OSR, indicate that there is no way
an economic turndown will impact on Soviet strategic programs,
I am still from Missouri on this one, particularly after
getting] |views.

b. Another interpretation, of course, is the Soviets
are simply persuaded that they will gain an asymmetrical
advantage through SALT II, probably through slowing down
the rate of development of US programs. This would make
sense since I would guess they fear most from us our
technological superiority, and if they can inhibit that
in any way it is to their advantage.

Still, I wonder if their apparent anxiety to achieve SALT is something we
can overlook in an estimate of this breadth.
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Tape 32
Side A, 0-1/16

21 November 1978

25X1 NOTE FOR: |:|

FROM: DCI

Try to work out a Tuncheon at my place with David Aaron next week.
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